The disciplinary predicament of science studies offers a useful vantage point for reconsidering some of the recent debates on the crisis of the humanities and the university.
dominance of the technosciences. I want, instead, to make a case for a stronger alliance between the humanities and science studies-one that could develop better tools for understanding the practices of the sciences while enhancing the relevance and visibility of the humanities.
One can draw the disciplinary boundaries of science studies in a variety of ways. In the present context, I take them to include the history, sociology, philosophy, and ethnography of science, technology, and medicine, as well as studies of the relationship between science and literature, science and law, and science and visual studies.
2 I cannot offer a comprehensive map showing how these various disciplines converged into science studies, but it is striking that several of them gained institutional recognition around World War II or soon thereafter. Comparative literature departments in the U.S. stem mostly from the immigration of European literary scholars, and area studies emerged from cold war concerns with understanding the cultures of foreign enemies and allies.
3 The history of science entered academia around the same time as a direct response to a perceived need for the appreciation of science and technology stemming from the dramatic role it played in World War II and would continue to play in the cold war.
4 Thomas Kuhn's The Copernican Revolution (1957) (which then led to The Structure of Scientific Revolutions [1962] ) was the direct product of those pedagogical efforts.
5
But unlike other disciplinary products of World War II, such as area studies or comparative literature, science studies has not been directly challenged by the emergence of postcolonial and cultural studies (with which it shares some research questions), nor has it been negatively impacted by changes in immigration patterns into the U.S. that have shifted some of the attention away from European-based cultural production to that of other regions, especially the Pacific Rim.
6 Similarly, science studies has not been hurt by the restructuring of funding and research priorities following the end of the cold war, shifts that have greatly impacted other fields, like, say, Russian studies.
An explanation for science studies' fortunate position is that the relevance of science has kept increasing after the collapse of the Berlin Wall, the shift of attention from Europe to the Pacific, Southeast Asia, or the Middle East. If around 1950 the popular imaginary placed science close to the military and away from the home, today's technoscience frames our everyday life at all levels, down to our notion of the self.
7 It also provides the infrastructure, and often even the content, of the global economy. Taken together, these elements create a context in which science studies, unlike most of the humanities, does not have to struggle to make a case for the definition or relevance of its subject matter. As a field or constellation of fields, we may have disagreements over methodology, but we do not need to define what counts as technoscience because, for better or for worse, scientists and engineers do that for us.
From Discipline and Canon to Collaborations and Problems
Letting the practices of scientists stand for what counts as science is, no doubt, a sign of the power differential between science and science studies. Literary studies has some effect on which writers are (or are not) to be considered literary authors, but science studies has virtually no authority over the definition of who is a scientist or what science is today.
8 This is not, however, a significant constraint because science studies is primarily concerned with how science works rather than with what it is. For the same 6. Kuhn-style history and philosophy of science and the sociology of scientific knowledge had enough of a cultural-ethnographic sensibility to make their relationship to postcolonial and cultural studies friendly rather than confrontational.
7. See Brian Rotman, Becoming Beside Ourselves: The Alphabet, Ghosts, and Distributed Human Being (Durham, N.C., 2008) .
8. The only instances in which science studies claims some authority in these matters relate to contexts-such as the past or other cultural traditions-that do not fall within the disciplinary jurisdiction of contemporary scientists. In fact, it is common for science studies to expand the definition of what scientist or knowledge means when talking about practitioners who are either dead (as when we claim that early modern practical mathematicians and engineers should be treated as bona fide participants of the scientific revolution) or belong to other cultures (as when we argue that ethnobotany or some traditional healing practices should be considered scientific). It is also interesting that when science studies deals with definitions of knowledge or science we usually expand rather than narrow those boundaries. Part of that reflects a certain bias for inclusiveness that comes with our methodological outlooks, but it could also signal the fact that we do not have the authority to exclude. For instance, we would hardly feel entitled to say that a Nobel Prize winner is not a scientist.
reason, disciplinary taxonomies and boundaries are not crucial to science studies-a trait shared by the sciences themselves.
The fast-paced rise, decline, and recombination of scientific disciplines and departments indicates that Kuhn's concept of paradigm is no longer descriptive of most current scientific practices (which, in fact, are increasingly modeled through notions such as networks, assemblages, experimental systems, trading zones, and so on). Kuhn's paradigm is simply too holistic a construct and puts too much emphasis on the intellectual and social cohesion of a group and on the uniformity of its training to match the remarkably diverse and mutating scenarios of contemporary research. Similarly, Foucault's notion of discipline has been an effective tool for the analysis of some institution-specific sciences (like medicine), but it is less apt to capture the more fragmentary and nimbler knowledge-making scenarios we observe today. The sciences are moving toward organizing their practitioners around problems, not disciplines, in clusters that may be too short-lived to be institutionalized into departments or programs or to be given lasting disciplinary labels.
If these new research configurations hardly fit the traditional taxonomy of disciplines, they also challenge the organization of academic spaces and the traditional divide between academia and business, thus showing that definitions of a "site" of knowledge production have become as ephemeral as that of a discipline.
10 Some collaborations, such as those in particle physics, are indeed centered on large labs populated mostly by physics PhDs, but clinical studies and trials can involve hundreds of practitioners who not only come from different disciplines (biology, statistics, clinical practice, and so on) but are also spread over continents, often without knowing each other personally.
11 Other large-scale collaborations may skip physicality altogether to operate in virtual space, through so-called cyberinfrastructure. Knowledge (London, 1975) has aged substantially better than other postwar models of scientific change because of its image of science as characterized by nimble and opportunistic tactics, shifting practices and goals rather than an enterprise graspable through one-fits-all models like Kuhn's paradigm.
10. For an early discussion of these changes, see Paul Rabinow, Making PCR: A Story of Biotechnology (Chicago, 1996) Although still closer to a joke than to an empirical description, the saying that "departments are where scientists go to die" does capture some aspects of a real trend. Problem-oriented research clusters in the sciences are indeed cross-disciplinary, but not in a way that is familiar to most of us in the humanities. 13 We tend to think of cross-disciplinarity in terms of an individual researcher enriching his or her skills by engaging with texts and scholars from other disciplines. Something comparable happens in the sciences when individual practitioners retrain and move from one discipline to another as, say, between physics and genetics. Much more often, however, the sciences produce cross-disciplinarity within groups, not individuals, by bringing differently specialized researchers together around a problem.
14 In these scenarios, the keyword is collaboration (not discipline or field), with each collaboration potentially instantiating a different and temporary cross-disciplinary setup.
While science studies does not have the scale or the resources (or the desire) to replicate the modus operandi of the sciences, it is still very much affected by it since such practices constitute science studies' object of study. In this sense, we could say that science-studies practitioners are not so much held together by institutional ties or shared canons as by being symbiotically (or parasitically) tied to the sciences and their changing research questions. "Held together," however, is probably not the right image. The cohesion of the field is more an appearance, a by-product of different scholars from different backgrounds pursuing the same problems or facets of scientific practices at the same time.
The proliferation of disciplinary arrangements and modes of collaboration that escape both Kuhn's holistic group-based model and Foucault's notion of discipline has not only rendered the idea of a disciplinary canon or paradigm inapplicable but has expanded the meaning of novelty. Like literary scholars and historians, science-studies practitioners may think of the new in terms of a novel reading of known sources or an unknown cache of manuscripts. But, in addition to that, they also encounter the new in terms of emergent objects and practices brought about by the development of the technosciences themselves.
15 Perhaps in science studies the
13. An exception is Cathy Davidson and David Theo Goldberg's call for an interdisciplinary humanities model that is "problem-or issue-oriented rather than field-specific" (Cathy Davidson and David Theo Goldberg, "Engaging the Humanities," Profession [2004] : 45).
14. While the different size of the community in the humanities and the sciences could be taken to be the determinant factor here (that is, the humanities cannot be as specialized as the sciences because the pool of researchers is smaller), I believe that the key difference has less to do with size than with the choice to focus on specific problems.
15. The work of Hans-Jörg Rheinberger, Bruno Latour, and Andrew Pickering are good examples of this trend. (For further references, see notes 19, 22, and 23 .) The notion of notion of emergence (and related concepts such as the temporality or "historiality" of things) is coming to assume a role comparable to that of the canon in other humanistic disciplines.
Modular Cross-Disciplinarity
Even setting aside questions about the practical possibility of translating this model to other institutional and disciplinary ecologies, it is difficult to gauge how much the humanities-at least as we know them today-could gain from adopting it.
16 Nevertheless, I find it useful to think about this model's implications because they foreground a new and distinct pattern of postdisciplinarity that, I believe, is likely to gain broader currency in the future.
A positive feature of this research model is that, while prizing fine interpretive skills and the ability to make sense of new scenarios in the technosciences, it de-emphasizes issues of disciplinary identity. Science studies employs various methodologies to analyze different aspects of scientific practices, and yet these bricolages do not seem to precipitate identity crises. (Conversely, the humanities are not only prone to suffer from crises of disciplinary identity but have occasionally turned identity politics into one of their key subjects.) A study of the modus operandi of contemporary science also shows that one should not assume that cross-disciplinarity or interdisciplinarity needs to be institutionalized in programs or departments.
As practiced in the sciences, cross-disciplinarity is neither a family of disciplines, nor a more comprehensive and richer discipline, nor a new bud or branch of the tree of knowledge. It is a problem-specific collaboration that takes place within a limited temporal window and in places that may have little to do with standard departments and institutes. These cross-disciplinary collaborations are expected to produce important results but not necessarily to have a lasting institutional life. What matters emergence has also attracted much interest outside of science studies in several theoretically oriented branches of the humanities-from philosophy to feminist studies. (London, 2002) .
16. The science model is hardly applicable to the humanities because we usually decouple our research from the training of graduate students. Instead, some scientists' teaching takes the form of running labs where they train graduate students while conducting their own research. Therefore, not only do they have more time to engage in collaborations but they can also mobilize more resources (such as their labs and graduate students) for such projects. the most is to maximize the quality of one's skills and to expand their range so as to be able to move from one fruitful collaboration to the next.
Some aspects of this research model could prove useful for the humanities as well. For instance, rather than establishing more interdisciplinary programs (which have the tendency to institutionalize specific forms of interdisciplinarity), it could be more useful to develop "modular" PhDs to provide students with a wider range of interpretive skills enabling them to take up a variety of intellectual and professional trajectories (including some which they may have to make up as they go). A limited experiment in this direction has taken place in my department-an unplanned experiment triggered, grassroots-style, by students' curiosity for approaches or topics that could not easily fit into the traditional history of science. Some of them have chosen to pursue double PhDs (history of science and English; history of science and architecture; history of science and physics; history of science and medicine) or PhDs in history of science together with professional degrees in law or medicine.
17
The idea is not to obtain a broad interdisciplinary PhD but rather a modular degree built from recognizable disciplinary blocks assembled at specific times around specific research interests.
18 Having two PhDs gives scholars more intellectual and professional options at the beginning of their careers, but also more mobility down the line. Not only can they branch out from two disciplinary platforms, but they can also enter (or exit) research areas depending on what seems relevant (or what has ceased to be exciting) at a given time. They have more lines of flight.
The intellectual advantages of this option go hand in hand with the realities of the academic profession. Double PhDs carry higher (and more specific) cultural capital than degrees granted by cross-disciplinary programs, whose graduates are always at risk of falling into the cracks of traditional academic hiring taxonomies. Finally, fully integrated into at least one department, graduates who hold double PhDs obtain the credibility necessary for promoting further cross-disciplinary work and hires.
Topical Assemblages
I now want to return to the title of this essay and discuss how science studies and the humanities may help each other, both intellectually and 17. A double PhD, however, is an option suitable only for intellectually mature and selfreliant students and for institutions with generous graduate funding policies-not to mention some curricular flexibility.
18. The introduction of "designated emphases" and "graduate secondary fields" in PhD degrees at, respectively, the University of California and Harvard represent trends similar to the one I discuss here.
institutionally. My interest in the possibility of extensive connections between science studies and the humanities reflects a perception that the most promising approaches in science studies today do not borrow as much from the social sciences as they do from the humanities. This marks a new trend because, until recently, sociological or sociophilosophical models have largely dominated the field.
Since the mid-eighties, we have witnessed an increasingly systematic critique of the nature-society dichotomy through the work of Donna Haraway, Bruno Latour, Hans-Jörg Rheinberger, Andrew Pickering, and others. 19 This trend has questioned the previous exclusive attribution of agency to humans and social groups by foregrounding, instead, the role of the nonhuman (from living organisms to experimental apparatuses, inscription devices, and various instances of materiality). It has also placed an emphasis on the notion of temporal emergence, attributing it not only to human agency but to things themselves.
20 As they no longer privilege explanations based on the features, values, and behaviors of social groups, these "posthuman" trends within science studies no longer draw their interpretive tools from sociology, social anthropology, or Wittgenstein's later work-the standard toolbox of Kuhn and the Sociology of Scientific Knowledge (SSK).
21 Some are quite eclectic (as in Latour's case) while others (especially Pickering) draw explicitly from continental philosophy and Deleuze's work in particular.
22 Furthermore, Rheinberger's "experimental system"-a key interpretive framework in recent history and philosophy of the life sciences-is openly rooted in Derrida's notion of writing.
23 And while other contemporary science-studies practitioners have less specific philosophical reference points, they do share a systematic commitment to moving beyond the nature-society dualism inherited from both the social sciences and anglophone philosophy of science.
24
Posthuman, emergence-oriented science studies might prove to be one of the few ways to circumvent the dichotomy between realism and relativism that has crippled so much academic discourse in the last twenty years. It makes sense, therefore, for science studies to view the humanities as a natural fellow traveler and likely collaborator. Not only do we share a familiarity with key philosophical resources and theoretical outlooks but we have a mutual interest in the materiality of inscriptions (both textual and visual), as well as a certain openness to recognizing nonhuman agency in such inscriptions-an openness gained from critiques of authorial agency, from philosophical analyses of what writing is and does, and from empirical studies provided by historians of print culture.
It comes as a real surprise, then, to find virtually no awareness of the exciting convergences between science studies and the humanities in statements on the future of the field published by prominent practitioners in the MLA's Profession or in the Chronicle of Higher Education.
25 While science and its epistemological authority is often invoked as a term of reference against which to weigh any future role for the humanities in the modern university, Barbara Herrnstein Smith was alone, at the 2005 MLA Presidential Forum on the "Future of the Humanities," to present science studies as providing an opportunity to reconfigure the relationship between the humanities and the sciences along more productive lines.
26
Much more frequently, humanities practitioners cast science (typically treated as a monolith rather than as an assemblage of very diverse knowledge-making practices) as the cause of rather than the solution to the crisis they see gripping their field. It is not difficult to understand where that view may come from when one looks at the humanities' shrinking levels of student enrollment, faculty hiring, and research funds. Still, it is important to challenge it because it frames the relationship between the humanities and the sciences in ways likely to turn such a crisis into a permanent predicament.
Like the humanities, the sciences have not been spared cuts in federal funding in the last decade, but, unlike the humanities, they have managed to remain a dominant presence on campus. They keep providing substantial overheads from federal grants and royalties from patents licensing, and they are now developing more and more partnerships with the private sector. And, thanks to the technophilia that permeates contemporary culture, the sciences look cool, too; the figure of the hacker snatches some of the aura traditionally associated with that of the artist. By contrast, the humanities look less sexy in their posttheory phase, they produce few goods one can attach a dollar sign to, and they rely on a narrower range of external support (mostly private foundations and individual donors). Even the institutions we proudly take to be the humanities' feather in the cap-humanities centers-may look diminutive and peculiarly unspecialized to scientists.
27
Education being the main "product" the humanities has to offer (a product whose value is both long-term and hard to quantify), it is highly unlikely that they will ever be able to match the sciences in terms of clout and resources. There is not much we can do about that. What we can do, however, is avoid being epistemologically intimidated by the sciences-a problem I see as much more serious than concerns about finances and institutional clout. The philosophers' early and somewhat stodgy disdain for the reductivism of the scientists' method has given way to either the endemic epistemological defensiveness of the humanities or to the science-envy of the social sciences. While the former stance often reflects attempts to defend old-fashioned academic privileges, the latter is equally predictable and unhelpful, but it has caught on. Administrators do say that the humanities produce knowledge and engage in research, but it is not clear what they exactly think when they utter or write those words.
28 The different teaching loads of science and humanities faculty provide mundane evidence that not all "research" is valued equally.
A central claim of this essay is that the sciences are here to stay and that 27. I am a strong supporter of humanities centers and have only heartfelt gratitude for those colleagues who have worked so hard at developing them. Still, I find it difficult to repress a lingering feeling that while these centers are a great source of pride for the humanities, they may also be a sign of their ghettoization. It is important, I think, to use the resources of humanities centers not only to support conversations among the humanities but also to enable collaborations between the humanities and other fields and disciplines.
28. On the genealogy of the notion of research in science and the humanities, see William Clark, Academic Charisma and the Origins of the Research University (Chicago, 2006) . their influence on campuses is not likely to diminish. While some professional schools, like law and business, have stable institutional ecologies that are largely independent of the sciences, the long-term role (or perhaps even the survival) of the humanities and the softer social sciences will depend, I believe, on their ability to develop a sustainable relationship with the sciences beyond that of teaching young scientists how to read and write.
By "sustainable relationship" I do not mean a stable or uniformly friendly association. The science wars have happened once already, and there is no guarantee that they will not flare up again. Rather than seeking some kind of disciplinary kinship between the humanities and the sciences-a naïve project, I believe-we should keep an eye out for points of contact or shared problems. We could then work at those locations for as long as the contact lasts and then move on to other points of intersection. These intersections are not going to be between science and the humanities in general but between specific lines of work in some scientific and some humanistic disciplines, for some period of time. Such collaborations may not even appeal to scientists and humanities practitioners for the same reasons. They don't need to. It's not important to define how these emergent intersections should look and why collaborations should emerge around them but rather to keep an eye out for them. And when they seem to happen, it is important not to frame them through the dichotomiesthe "two cultures" image being a particularly influential one-that have framed previous conceptualizations of the relationship between science and the humanities.
When the then quasi-departing president of Harvard addressed several humanities professors at the celebration of the twentieth anniversary of the humanities center, he claimed that the humanities' key contribution to academia was to teach students about beauty-especially to science students who might otherwise miss out on it. Larry Summers's views have a classical pedigree. One could have found his sentiment expressed in nearly identical terms in eighteenth-century Parisian salons, where rough-edged mathematicians were introduced to the rules of civility and polite conversation to enable them to move on to careers in the social elite of the Académie des Sciences. What is most surprising is not that, in some quarters, the perception of the role of the humanities has changed little since the ancien régime but that a nontrivial portion of the profession seems to share Summers's belief that the humanities are, if not about beauty, at least about objects and texts as such. Emerging in the midst of the "crisis of the humanities," such a stance is, I think, a sign of defensiveness.
It is as if humanities practitioners have decided that it would be wise not to attract negative attention to themselves. If we do not challenge the sciences we might be left relatively alone and perhaps spared some of the more painful cuts. If we focus on ethics rather than knowledge, culture rather than nature, rhetoric rather than truth, we might be able to coast along. We should therefore return to serious stuff like real history, thick descriptions, and the human. External observers may have thought that, for a couple of very good decades, continental philosophy had given the humanities intellectual pride and visibility (and, of course, the critics and enemies that come with that territory). But theory is now treated as some kind of original sin that those in the humanities will have to pay for for the rest of their lives and perhaps beyond that. I consider myself a pragmatist and see nothing inherently problematic in the notion of retrenchment, especially if it is considered a temporary move to prepare a more proactive stance. But the humanities may be sliding, by default, toward retrenchment as a long-term strategy-a retrenchment that is largely framed by the assumption that success of the sciences is the cause (or at least the emblem) of the humanities' crisis. In addition, such a strategy goes against the most important results achieved by the humanities in the last thirty years. It would take a rather acrobatic loss of memory to forget that we have exposed, in some detail, the epistemological problems of any kind of historical writing, that we cannot continue to talk about thick descriptions and culture as anything more than virtual wholes, that the human is not demarcated but rather inextricably connected to the technological and the animal, that groups, communities, and identities are easy (and perhaps comforting) to imagine but impossible to connect to stable boundaries and distinctions, or that knowledge is too simple a category to properly explain how scientists successfully defend their claims or how engineers develop new technologies and products. It is equally puzzling to see how-in a stark example of category hopping-the passing of all of the authors of French theory is commonly read as the passing of the theory itself (as if people stopped appreciating opera when Wagner or Verdi died).
If a century ago the scientist was seen as someone who should have a well-rounded background in the arts and the humanities, today's science students seem to do well even without foreign languages-not to mention culture. I agree with Bill Readings that the inculcation of culture was a key task of university education at a time when the university was symbiotically connected to (and was expected to support) the nation-state but that it has lost much of its role in today's "university of excellence."
29 But if the 29. See Readings, The University in Ruins, inculcation of culture is becoming less of a priority in the contemporary university, then a strategy of retrenchment would not only end up casting the humanities as little more than service departments to the sciences but would do so at a time when the sciences may need fewer and fewer such services.
Doing Humanities in the Field
Given what the future may have in store, it would seem wiser for the humanities to embrace a strategy of expansion rather than retrenchment. In particular, it would be necessary to rethink the relationship between the sciences and the humanities outside of a framework informed by traditional notions of disciplines and epistemological hierarchies. That is an extraordinarily difficult project, one likely to involve the unthinking of notions of both knowledge (the alleged domain of the sciences) and culture (the alleged domain of the humanities) and their replacement with something quite different. The better news is that such questions could be tackled not in their generality but within the material scenarios of timespecific collaborations between the sciences and the humanities around specific problems.
30
As a starting point, it would be useful to encourage humanities students to look at science in ways that are not framed by the dichotomy between criticism and praise-the dichotomy that informed the science wars.
31
Criticism of the sciences (in the sense of exposing science's cultural, political, gender, and economic dimensions) has become so predictable as to provide only vanishing intellectual returns (though still remaining quite relevant in political terms, as shown by critiques of biased policies about global warming). The defensive praise of science or the ritualized acknowledgment of the epistemological inferiority of the humanities is not going to help either. Because the sciences don't have much use for praise from the humanities, such gestures only manage to infantilize the humanities themselves.
One could try to avoid such constraining conceptualizations of the relationship between science and the humanities by doing humanities in the field, that is, by using the traditional tools taught in humanities depart- ments to make sense of emergent scenarios associated with technoscientific developments. As ethnographers of science have already demonstrated how many opportunities there are for this kind of workand how remarkably rewarding it can be-there is no reason why this approach may not be taken up by other departments as well.
32 Doing humanities in the field may require the development of additional scientific skills, but such a retraining can be local and strategic, adding a few courses-not years-to a graduate program. This would only require some risk-taking on the side of the students, which is not likely to be a problem, and some flexibility around curricula and canons on the side of departments, which may be something of a problem.
33
Possible research clusters and venues for doing humanities in the field are many. I offer only a few suggestions, knowing that they cannot encompass the whole range of possibilities:
1. Literary technologies of science. Courses on the representation of science in literature have become quite popular today. Taking a step further, faculty in literature departments could team up with science studies practitioners to train students to analyze the literary construction of scientific claims, that is, to look at science as literature, not just science in literature. This includes the argumentative structures, semiological devices, and constitutive metaphors of scientific texts-not only articles, but also textbooks, grant applications, patent applications, instruction manuals, and so on.
34 With the addition of perspectives from the history of the book and the sociology of print culture, literary skills could be directed to the study of the publication system of science-the role and structure of peer review 33. Overall, humanities departments seem to be more rigid about their course requirements than history of science or science studies programs. It seems that, feeling marginalized on many levels, the humanities take pride in controlling the curriculum as if it were their last line of defense.
34. See The Literary Technologies of Science, ed. Biagioli and Colin Milburn (forthcoming).
practices, the peculiarity of the author-function in science, and the nature of scientific credit and its currencies. 35 These are issues of great concern for scientists, policy makers, and administrators.
2. Emergence studies. It is now difficult to remember that less than two decades ago it would have been unthinkable to predict what biotechnology was to become and the pervasive changes it would bring about. A decade or so later, the same could have applied to nanotechnology. But it is not surprising that-involving a mix of science and science fiction, results and promises-the dynamics through which these fields emerge and (sometimes) become bona fide technoscientific disciplines have been studied most perceptively by ethnographers, science studies, and literature practitioners. 36 It should not be difficult to sustain and develop that trend. 3. Law and science has proven to be a productive area of overlap among science, law, the social sciences, and the humanities.
37 Furthermore, the humanities were behind the development of authorship and copyright studies well before such topics started to receive the attention they command today.
38 The trend is continuing, 39 and the humanities (especially anthropology and postcolonial studies) remain well equipped to shape policy discussions about more recent, grayer areas of intellectual property doctrine-for instance, traditional knowledge and emergent scientific objects. 40 grounds in analytical philosophy, which provides few tools to handle the hybrid nature of most contemporary scenarios).
46
6. Science, visuality, imaging techniques, and so on. Such analyses should not be limited to the relationship between canonical art and canonical science (for example, Leonardo and anatomy) but expanded to encompass the study of the widespread production and role of all sorts of imaging techniques in science (both still and moving images).
47 They could also venture in the direction of science-based art, like bio-art and tissue art.
48
7. Environmental studies. There are already a number of good examples of humanities practitioners' engagement with environmental issues, and the trend could be easily expanded, especially as ecology and the environment become more integrated in the research agenda of postcolonial studies.
49
8. Scientific fraud and misconduct. Literary scholars and art historians have all of the skills necessary to both assess and question the authenticity of texts and objects and to engage in theoretical discussions about the meaning of authenticity, copy, and fake. Furthermore, the attribution of authorship and the detection of fraud are among the oldest tasks claimed by the humanities (consider the Donation of Constantine). 50 There is no reason not to use these skills to study scientific fraud and misconduct both as intellectual categories and as sets of practices.
51
No doubt, many other examples could be added to this list. Taken together, these clusters and lines of research indicate the abundanceperhaps the overabundance-of opportunities not only for engaging the technosciences but also for articulating collaborations with scientists confronting the same issues. More importantly, all of these opportunities show that they are precisely that-opportunities-not disciplines or fields. While it is impossible to predict the impact of these topics on received departmental structures and curricula in the humanities, the stakes seem too high to worry about academic hardware. What matters the most is to keep the game in play, not the canon in place, and see how it looks from where it goes.
51. See Daniel J. Kevles, The Baltimore Case: A Trial of Politics, Science, and Character (New York, 1998) .
